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[bookmark: MODERATION_OF_MARKED_ASSESSMENT]MODERATION OF MARKED ASSESSMENT
This form is used to ensure that marked assessments have been through an internal and external review process. This form should be completed for each assessment for a particular module.

	PARTNER (and
taught location if relevant):
	LONDON

	EXTERNAL EXAMINER NAME:
	Angela Bonehill


	ASSESSMENT AUTHOR :
	Shaila Hussain

	MODULE TITLE:
	Introduction to Physiology 

	MODULE CODE:
	BMHP5023
	MODULE LEVEL:
	5

	COMPONENT NO.
(e.g. 1 of 2):
	1
	COMPONENT WEIGHTING
(e.g. 50% of the module):
	50%

	ASSESSMENT PERIOD
	OCTOBER 25

	TYPE OF ASSESSMENT:
	☒ Coursework
	· Examination
	· Practical

	LANGUAGE OF ASSESSMENT:
	ENGLISH
	TRANSLATION PROVIDED:
	· Yes | ☒ No

	TURNITIN CHECK FOR UNFAIR PRACTICE:
	☒ Yes | ☐ No



	Agreed Marking Process (According to GA15)

	· Internal Moderation
	· Second marking
	· Blind double marking



Please see AQH 7.8(4) for Moderation Regulations and Process

Students listed below must be registered on a UWTSD award.
	FOR COMPLETION BY INTERNAL MODERATOR OR SECOND MARKER

	Universal Student Number (ID)
	1st Marker (Mark)
	Moder ator (Agree or Disagr
ee)
	2nd Marker (Mark)
	3rd Marker (Mark)
	Agreed Mark

	 2313472 -G1
FRANCA, SILVIA CARINA TAVARES TEIXERIA
	
50
	
Agree 
	
	
	The submission meets all core requirements of the assessment brief and demonstrates a sound Level 5 understanding of physiology applied to health and social care practice. Strengths lie in clarity, structure, and accurate explanation of key concepts. However, the work remains predominantly descriptive, with limited critical depth, synthesis of literature, or evaluative insight. As such, the work appropriately sits at 50%, reflecting a Good (2.2) pass



	2331156 -G1
LEGRE GNAHORE BADI CHARLOTTE
	
36
	Agree 
	
	The mark of 36% is appropriate. The opening section of the work shows notable textual similarity on Turnitin, indicating over-reliance on source material and limited paraphrasing. The submission shows a lack of consistency in focus, with the case study centred on asthma, while later sections introduce diabetes management, which is not required by the selected case study. This content mismatch indicates limited engagement with the assessment brief and weak task focus, particularly at Level 5 where alignment and relevance are expected. The inclusion of unrelated material detracts from coherence and contributes to the lower mark awarded.

	2409452 -G1
EDOBOR NOSAKHARE LUCKY
	
28
	Agree
	
	The mark of 28% is appropriate. The submission is largely descriptive, presenting lists of definitions, symptoms, tests, and lifestyle advice without developing a coherent argument or critical discussion. There is no clear line of reasoning, comparison of evidence, or justification of why particular approaches are effective, appropriate, or preferable. At Level 5, students are expected to move beyond description and demonstrate analysis, synthesis, and reasoned judgement. The absence of an articulated argument, limited use of academic evidence, and lack of evaluative commentary place this work within the 0–29% (fail) band for this criterion.

	2413615 -G1
AINA, TEMITOPE KUBURAT
	
46
	Agree 
	
	The mark of 46% is appropriate. The submission demonstrates a basic but adequate understanding of asthma and core physiological processes, with generally accurate descriptions of respiratory structure, mechanical respiration, gas exchange, and lifestyle management. The work follows the assessment brief and is clearly structured.
However, performance remains largely descriptive, with limited critical analysis, synthesis of literature, or development of a sustained argument. Engagement with sources is functional rather than analytical, and links between theory, physiology, and practice are not consistently evaluated in depth. Referencing is mostly correct but shows minor inconsistencies with Harvard Cite Them Right conventions (e.g., no use of italics for webpage titles. 
Overall, the work meets the minimum expectations for a Level 5 pass, but the absence of critical depth, evaluative commentary, and originality appropriately limits the mark to the mid-pass range (46%).

	2311889 -G2
ARAPU, GABRIELA
	
57
	Agree
	
	The mark of 57% is appropriate. The submission demonstrates a good Level 5 understanding of Type 2 diabetes, with accurate explanation of blood glucose regulation, cellular metabolism, and lifestyle management. The work is well structured and addresses the assessment brief, with relevant use of sources.
However, parts of the discussion remain descriptive, with limited critical analysis and underdeveloped argumentation. Referencing is generally adequate but would benefit from closer alignment with Harvard Cite Them Right (e.g., accessed date is needed for online  sourses). Overall, this represents a competent Good (2.2) pass, but lacks the critical depth required for a higher band.

	2332315 – G2
NCUBE, NOMPUMELELO
	
53
	Agree
	
	The mark of 53% is appropriate. The submission demonstrates a sound Level 5 understanding of Type 2 diabetes and addresses the main elements of the assessment brief, with generally accurate explanation of blood sugar regulation, energy use, monitoring, and lifestyle management.
However, academic conventions are applied inconsistently. Some sections lack in-text citations, and where sources are cited (e.g. Cleveland Clinic), publication years are missing or unclear, weakening academic rigour. There are also inconsistencies between in-text citations and the reference list, and closer alignment with Harvard Cite Them Right is required.
While the work is coherent and relevant, it remains largely descriptive with limited critical development. These issues appropriately limit the work to a low Good / high Pass range, and the awarded mark of 53% is fair and justified.

	2413161 -G2
RUSI, BUSRA AKTER
	 
      65
	Agree 
	
	The mark of 65% is appropriate and confirmed. The submission demonstrates a very good Level 5 understanding of Type 2 diabetes, with clear and accurate explanation of glucose homeostasis, cellular metabolism, and evidence-based lifestyle interventions. There is strong engagement with relevant academic literature and effective application to professional practice, with developing analytical depth.
However, progression into a higher band is limited by minor academic convention and presentation issues, including inconsistent use of some sources, occasional reliance on generic material, and non-compliance with the required 1.5 line spacing, as the work was submitted in single spacing. 
Overall, this represents a Very Good (2.1) Level 5 performance, and the awarded mark of 65% is fair and justified.


If agreement has not been reached, this needs to be raised with the Programme Manager, as a third marker is required.

If agreement has been reached, please explain how agreement has been reached and if there are changes to any marks. If changes have been made, all students on the module must be listed in the table above.
	INTERNAL MODERATOR (or second marker)
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has agreement on the marks been
reached?
	ü
	
	Agreement has been reached between the assessor and internal moderator. The marks awarded are appropriate and aligned with Level 5 assessment criteria. No changes to marks were required.

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities
for improved performance?
	ü
	
	Within each rubric, feedback clearly identifies areas for development, including deeper critical analysis, stronger argument development, improved integration of academic sources, and closer adherence to academic conventions.

	3
	Is feedback constructive?
	ü
	
	Overall, feedback is constructive, balanced, and supportive, highlighting strengths and providing guidance for improvement. However, in some instances the feedback could be more explicitly targeted, for example by clearly specifying required actions such as adherence to 1.5 line spacing (e.g. Busra) or by identifying specific referencing issues, such as missing access dates for online sources when commenting on Harvard Cite Them Right alignment (e.g. Gabriela). Strengthening this level of specificity would further enhance clarity and student development.

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/
classification of the assessment criteria?
	ü
	
	Feedback is explicitly linked to the relevant assessment criteria, including engagement with literature, knowledge and understanding, cognitive and intellectual skills, and transferable/professional skills.

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the
sample?
	ü
	
	Feedback is consistent across the moderated sample, with similar issues (e.g. descriptive writing, referencing accuracy, presentation requirements) addressed in a comparable manner.

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to
referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	ü
	
	Feedback highlights the need for improved Harvard Cite Them Right referencing, including accurate in-text citations and full publication details. Where relevant, Turnitin similarity and over-reliance on source wording are noted. 

	7
	Actions to complete
No further action required. Marks and feedback are confirmed as appropriate. 
This box will expand as you type

	8
	How was agreement between markers reached?
Agreement was reached through review of the assessment brief, marking rubric, Level 5 generic assessment criteria, and a comparative evaluation of the moderated sample. Consensus was achieved that the marks accurately reflect student performance and are applied consistently across the cohort.

This box will expand as you type



	THIRD MARKER
Only required when the first two markers have been unable to reach a resolution.
The table above must include all students enrolled on the module and new marks entered in 3rd Marker Column and on the Registry system.

	1
	Comments

	2
	Actions to complete





FOR COLLABORATIVE PROVISION ONLY

	PARTNERSHIP TEAM LEADER
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has appropriate internal moderation
taken place?
	
	
	



	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities
for improved performance?
	
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?
	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the appropriate category/ classification of the assessment criteria?
	
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the
sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to
referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type





EXTERNAL EXAMINER REVIEW ONLY FOR THOSE MODULES / ASSESSMENT
COMPONENTS detailed in the annual GA15 External Examiner Agreement

	EXTERNAL EXAMINER
	Please ü
	Comments

	
	YES
	NO
	

	1
	Has appropriate internal moderation
taken place?
	
	
	

	2
	Does feedback identify opportunities
for improved performance?
	
	
	

	3
	Is feedback constructive?
	
	
	

	4
	Is the feedback linked to the
assessment criteria?
	
	
	

	5
	Is the feedback consistent across the
sample?
	
	
	

	6
	Is there mention of improvement to
referencing and consideration of unfair practice, where relevant?
	
	
	

	7
	Actions to complete


This box will expand as you type




	Signed (internal moderator/2nd Marker): Bianca Sanfilippo 

	Date: 23/01/2026

	Signed (Third Marker): 
	
Date:

	Signed (Partnership Team Leader): Shaila Hussain

	
Date: 11/01/2026

	Signed (External Examiner):
	
Date:




UWTSD PROVISION: please submit the completed document to the appropriate Programme Manager.

COLLABORATIVE PROVISION: please submit the completed document in accord with the specific arrangements for the programme (e.g. upload to Teams site).

NOTES ON MODERATION


All assessments which contribute to a final award/degree classification must be subject to moderation. At their discretion, Institutes may use double-marking in place of moderation.
Where moderation is used, a Moderation of Marked Assessment report (Appendix GA28) should be completed.
A list of marks for all assessment components for all students in the module should accompany the Moderation Form.
A representative sample of at least six pieces of work should be identified for moderation and should include:
· examples of work in the first class category (or equivalent for other awards);
· examples of work in the fail category;
· examples of work from each classification;
· examples of work within 2% of a classification boundary (or equivalent for other awards);
· any work on which the marker wishes for a second opinion.

If the moderation process identifies concerns relating to the marking in one or more categories, all work in the identified category must be double-marked and any residual differences in marks awarded by two markers must be resolved by means of discussion and negotiation. If such resolution is not possible, the work must be marked by a third marker identified by the Chair of the relevant Progression/Award Board. The marks awarded by the third marker are final. The process by which a final mark is agreed must be carefully documented so that the external examiner is able to follow that process.
Where a module is delivered by a collaborative partnership institution, moderation is normally a two stage process, with internal moderation at the collaborative partnership institution followed by University moderation.












THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
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